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The Notification of Non-compliance with the Requirements of 
37 CFR 1.192(c) (Notification of Non-compliance) asserts that 
appellants have failed to present reasons in support of separate 
patentability of claims within groups. The Notification of Non- 
compliance also asserts that appellants must argue each claim 
separately. 

Both of these assertions are incorrect. First, appellants have 
given reasons for separate patentability of claims within groups. 
For each of the many groups of rejected claims, the Brief first gives 
arguments warranting allowability of all the claims in the group 
and, following this, the Brief offers additional reasons warranting 
allowability of specific claims within the rejected group. This fully 
meets both the letter and spirit of the rule. The statement in item 7 
of the Brief informs the Board that the many groups of rejected 
claims do not stand or fall as a group. Then, as each rejected claim 
group is argued in section 8, the Brief gives both reasons for 
allowing claims of the rejected group as a whole and then additional 
reasons for allowing claims within the group. 
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Secondly, 37 CFR 1.192(c) does not include any additional 
requirement that appellants must argue each claim separately. The 
rule does not forbid argument for groups of claims and does not 
require a separate argument for each claim. 

The Notification of Non-compliance does not mention recent 
telephone interviews between Examiner Cohen and appellants' 
attorney. In these interviews, Examiner Cohen called to propose 
amendments that would make allowable claims 1-11 and 53-90 if 
the remaining claims were canceled. Appellants' attorney refused to 
cancel the remaining claims, but was willing to make the 
amendments proposed for claims 1-11 and 53-90; because these 
were mostly redundant and did not make any real changes in claim 
scope. 

Since appellants' Brief does meet the rule requirements, the 
Notification of Non-compliance should be withdrawn. 
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